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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 01/29/2010 has been entered. 

2. Claims 2, 5, 7-12 are cancelled and claims 1, 3-4, 6, and 13-20 are now presented for 
examination. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 5/28/2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

3.1 Applicant again argues that neither Duret nor O'Brien teach or suggest generating 
design data and control data which meets stability requirements, displaying of a shape of the 
prosthesis together with the surface; providing stability requirement to include minimum 
required thickness, and displaying step, as recited in the claims; the Examiner respectfully 
disagrees and maintains that O'Brien provides a method for dental manufacturing process, 
including creating a model including surfaces corresponding to a dental prosthesis, wherein 3-D 
digital data corresponding to these surfaces where the dental prosthesis are to be manufactured 
are generated (see col. 2 lines 32-62). The Examiner respectfully notes that these data are 
substantially control data and clearly control where the dental prosthesis are to be placed; and 
would clearly be understood by one of ordinary skilled in the art. Again, O'Brien continues to 
disclose that through the use of a mouse and keyboard, a user provide a plurality of parameters 
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through a modification process to include a minimum thickness of the prosthesis (see O 'Brien 
for example col. 4 lines 14-47), that the minimum thickness provided by O'Brien would clearly 
be understood to ensure stability of the prosthesis and with the aid a CAD equipment, a display 
monitor 30, displayed the modified model which includes the minimum thickness of the 
prosthesis (see fig. 2, col. 4 lines 14-col.5 line 22). Duret, also relied upon for support in the 
rejection of the claims, discloses a method for making or manufacturing a dental prosthesis 
including defining surfaces corresponds to the implantation site and determining an actual 
volume of the prosthesis taking into consideration thickness of the material which will hold the 
prosthesis where a user/operator can visualize the model, making it possible to verify the exact 
shape of the model, during his dental prosthesis making process (also see Duret title, col. 7 line 
64-col.8 line 36), thereby obtaining a best-fit for the dental prosthesis model (see Duret col. 2 
lines 47-57 and col.4 lines 9-14). The Examiner respectfully notes that the material thickness 
describes by Duret does ensure stability of the dental prosthesis implantation and would clearly 
be understood by one of ordinary skilled in the art. Through the use of a CAD system (fig. 7), a 
user can visualize the model making it possible to verify and make modification as necessary 
using modification unit prior to displaying the model on a monitor 110 (see Duret fig. 7 (109- 
113), 18-20, col. 7 line 54-col.8 line 36), also col.6 lines 1 7-38). 

3.2 While the applicant believes that the independent claims, along with the 
dependent claims should be found allowable, the Examiner respectfully disagrees and asserts that 
the combined references cited teach the entire claimed invention. Applicant is further encouraged 
to look at the new references cited but not used shown in the conclusion section of this and the 
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previous Office Action. However, the grounds of rejections below fully support the Examiner's 
position in rejecting the instant claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currentK names joint in\ entors. In considering patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the 
examiner presumes that the subject matter of the \ arious claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the 
inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (1) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 

4.0 Claims 1-4, 6, and 13-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
O'Brien et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,915,178), in viewofDuretetal. (U.S. Patent No. 4,663,720). 

4.1 In considering the independent claims 1 and 6, O'Brien et al. substantially teaches 
a method for processing data regarding a dental prosthesis, the method comprising the steps of: 
a) providing input data which represent a three-dimensional surface of a tooth stump prepared for 
a prosthesis (fig. 5 (20), col. 2 lines 44-55); b) providing stability requirements for the prosthesis, 
wherein the stability requirements include a minimum required thickness of the prosthesis (fig.l, 

5, col. 4 line 14-col.5 line 3); c) generating control data from said input data, said control data 
representing a control surface which meets the stability requirements (col. 2 line 44-col.3 line 11 
and col. 4 lines 14-47): d) generating design data from said data and separately from the control 
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data which represent the three-dimensional shape of the prosthesis (col. 2 line 44-col.3 line 3 and 
col. 4 line 14-47); and e) displaying the shape of the prosthesis together with the control surface 
on a monitor, wherein the displayed control surface provides a visual representation of the 
minimum required thickness, design data are modified by a user based on a visual comparison of 
the displayed design data and the displayed control surface in order to meet the stability 
requirements, and the design of the prosthesis corresponding to the modified design data is 
displayed on the monitor together with the control surface (fig.2-4, col. 4 line 14-47 and col. 2 line 
44-col.3 line 11). Although O'Brien et al. does not specifically state that the generated data is a 
control data, as the claims call it; one of ordinary skilled in the art would clearly appreciated the 
approach taken by O'Brien et al. in representing the surfaces used to accurately create and 
display the dental prosthesis, taking into consideration die spacers, minimum thickness 
requirement of the prosthesis, contact points, grooves, cusp overlays, marginal ridges etc and are 
substantially similar to the control data recited by the applicant (see fig.1-2, col. 4 line 14-col.4 
line 22). Nevertheless, Duret ct al. substantially teaches a control surface data used to control the 
planes where the prosthesis are to be implanted, using a numerical control unit and providing an 
interference check used to select a best fit shape and size, during prosthesis making process to 
substantially ensure stability of the prosthesis (see col. 2 lines 47-57 and col. 4 lines 9-14); 
thereby displaying the shape of the prosthesis together with the control plane (see abstract, fig. 7, 
18-20, also see col. 6 line 1 7-44 and col. 7 line 64-col.8 line 14). The cited references further 
provide the followings with regards to claim 6: (a) an input device (see O'Brien et al.fig.5 (28), 
also see Duret et al.fig.7 and 21); (b) a central unit (see O'Brien et al.fig.5 (24 and 24A), also 
see Duret et al. fig. 7 and 21); and (c) a display device (see O 'Brien et al. fig.5 (30), also see 
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Duret et alfig. 7 and 21). O'Brien et al. and Duret et al. are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor and that the method teaches by Duret et al. is similar to that of 
O'Brien et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art to 
combine the dental prosthesis of Duret et al. with the dental prosthesis manufacturing of O'Brien 
et al. because Duret et al. teaches the advantage of high precision and speed in the production of 
the prosthesis (see col. 3 lines 19-28). 

4.2 As per claim 3, the combined teachings of O'Brien et al. and Duret et al. 
substantially teach the outer surface of the prosthesis is scaled differently in at least two spatial 
axes such that a given preparation margin remains thereby unchanged (see O'Brien et al.Jig.2-3, 
col. 4 line 14-col.5 line 12; also see Duret et al. fig. 14-1 7). 

4.3 With regards to claim 4, the combined teachings of O'Brien et al. and Duret et al. 
substantially teach the control surface meets the stability requirements (see O 'Brien et al. fig. 1-2, 
col. 2 line 44-col.3 line 11; also see Duret et al. abstract). 

4.4 As per claim 13, the combined teachings of O'Brien ct al. and Duret et al. 
substantially teach that wherein the input data is provided by a scanner (see O 'Brien fig. 5, coll 
lines 29-44, and col. 3 line 66-col.4 line 29; also see Duret fig. 5, 7). 

4.5 Regarding claim 14, the combined teachings of O'Brien et al. and Duret et al. 
substantially teach that wherein the scanner is an intra-oral scanner (see O 'Brien fig. 5, coll lines 
29-44, and col. 3 line 66-col.4 line 29; also see Duret fig.5, 7). 

4.8 As per claim 15, the combined teachings of O'Brien et al. and Duret et al. 
substantially teach that wherein the outer surface of the prosthesis is scaled based on data input 
via a keyboard (see O'Brien col.2 line 44-62 and col.4 line 30-47). 
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4.9 With regards to claim 16, the combined teachings of O'Brien et al. and Duret et 
al. substantially teach that wherein an outer surface of the prosthesis is scaled in at least two 
spatial axes, and wherein at least one spatial axis has a variable scaling factor (see O 'Brien et al. 
fig.2-3, col. 4 line 14-col.5 line 12; also see Duret et al.fig.14-1 7). 

4.10 Regarding claim 17, the combined teachings of O'Brien et al. and Duret et al. 
substantially teach that wherein the stability requirements are automatically provided by a 
computing apparatus (see O'Brien col. 2 line 44-62 and col.4 line 30-47; and Duret col. 4 lines 
16-27).. 

4. 1 1 With regards to claim 1 8, the combined teachings of O'Brien et al. and Duret et 
al. substantially teach that wherein the control data are generated automatically by a computing 
apparatus (see O 'Brien col.4 line 30-col.5 line 22; and Duret col.4 lines 16-27). 

4.12 As per claim 19, the combined teachings of O'Brien et al. and Duret et al. 
substantially teach that wherein the stability requirements are automatically provided by the 
central unit (see O'Brien col.4 line 30-col.5 line 22; and Duret col.4 lines 16-27). 

4.13 Regarding claim 20, the combined teachings of O'Brien et al. and Duret et al. 
substantially teach that wherein the control data are generated automatically by the central unit 
(see O'Brien col.4 line 30-col.5 line 22; and Duret col.4 lines 16-27). 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

5 . 1 Gubler et al. (US PGPUB No. 20 1 00028836) teaches a process for producing a 
dental prosthesis. 
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6. Claims 1, 3-4, 6, and 13-20 are rejected and THIS ACTION IS Non-FINAL. Any 

inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to ANDRE PIERRE LOUIS whose telephone number is (571)272-8636. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:00AM-4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul L. Rodriguez can be reached on 571-272-3753. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/A. P. L/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2123 
February 11,2010 

/Paul L Rodriguez/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2123 



